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■ V '.i./.  cjin-j-  "he  -.abulations  of  the  statistical 
'-t  -raplojei  in  the  Probation  Survey,  It  is 
- ’i.d.:.'":  ct  Che  Probation  Survey^  inasmuch  as 
i-o::  oe  incorporated  and  correlated  with 

i from  ihe  Field  Surveys  conducted  by  the 
. Priea'-ion  and  Parole  Association,  Accordingly, 

.aired  herein  are  subject  to  changes  and  modifications, 

me  contents  of  this  report  should  not  be  released 
i -r-rai  R..b.^ic  until  the  release  of  the  Combined 
of  the  National  Probation  and  Parole  Association  and 
several  reports  to  be  issued  by  the  Governor's 
ion  cOid  Committee  responsible. 
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In  September  1956,  a survey  of  probation  services  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania 
was  commissioned  by  the  Governor's  Commission  on  Penal  and  Correctional  Affairs  and 
the  Governor's  Committee  on  Children  and  Youth,  to  be  conducted  by  the  National  Pro- 
bation and  Parole  Association.  The  survey  was  to  be  fact-findings  of  the  generally 
iinknown  total  picture  of  the  extent  of  probation  services  in  Pennsylvania,  The  National 
Probation  and  Parole  Association  and  the  writer  were  chosen  for  the  survey  as  impartial 
and  experienced  agents  In  regard  to  Pennsylvania's  Probation. 

The  Sinvey  was  conducted  essentially  in  two  parts:  (a)  actual  field  visits  to  the 
various  probation  offices  by  the  National  Probation  and  Parole  Association!  (b)  collection 
of  varied  data  through  a statistical  schedule  and  through  individual  probation  officer 
schedules  sent  to  the  writer.  This  report  contains  tabulations  and  analyses  of  data 
collected  in  this  latter  questionnaire,  and  it  will  be  subsequently  incorporited  in  a 
larger  report  to  be  released  by  the  National  Probation  and  Parole  Association, 

It  is  emphasized  at  the  beginning  that  the  various  percentages  and  other  indicles 
presented  in  this  report  should  be  treated  with  reservations  and  as  approximations. 
However,  it  is  felt  that  the  data  presented,  in  general,  re33resent  the  best  possible, 
available  today  under  present  conditions  in  Pennsylvania's  probation  offices, 

B.  METHOD 

A statistical  questionnaire  was  derived  by  Mr.  Rector,  National  Probation  and  Parole 
Association,  based  on  his  experience  in  past  similar  surveys,  and  modified  somewhat  by 
conferences  >dth  this  writer  and  members  of  the  Governor's  Committee  on  Children  and 
Youth.  Although  not  completely  pilot-tested,  essentially,  the  questionnaire  is  elementary 
in  the  information  it  requested  for  the  year  1955s 

1.  Financial  expenditures  of  a probation  office; 

2.  Personnel  data  of  a probation  office; 

3.  Items  on  an  adult  probation  office's  activities, 

£•£.,  movement  data  and  investigations  data. 

4*  Items  on  Juvenile  Court  and  Probation  activities, 
intakes,  dispositions,  investigations,  and 
placement , 

5.  Items  on  a Juvenile  probation  office's  activities, 

£.£,,  movements  of  probation  cases,  unofficial 
probation  oases,  and  Institutional  parole  oases. 

6.  Items  on  movement  of  defective  delinquent  paroles. 

The  questlonnalree  were  distributed  from  New  York  by  the  National  Probation  and 
Parole  Association  in  the  first  week  of  October,  The  deadline  for  returning  the 
questionnaires  to  the  writer  was  November  15,  1956,  roughly  six  weeks.  Followup  letters 
were  sent  from  the  writer  around  Thanksgiving,  as  only  25^  of  known  probation  offices 
had  replied  by  that  time.  By  the  end  of  December,  60%  had  replied.  At  this  time,  the 
aid  of  the  regional  directors  of  the  Pennsylvania  Citizens'  Association  was  enlisted 
for  personal  contacts  to  the  non-returning  offices.  When  the  collection  of  data  was 
closed  at  the  end  of  January,  0ome  ten  weeks  after  the  original  deadline,  a return  of 
78$  had  been  achieved. 
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The  questionnaires  were  carefully  edited  upon  arrival  in  the  Biireau  of  Correction. 
Discrepancies  were  summarized  and  returned  to  the  reporting  probation  office  for 
verifications  and  clarifications,  which  were  generally  made.  At  the  end  of  the  collection 
period,  the  questionnaires  were  reviewed  and  adjusted  as  much  as  logically  possible, 
whenever  verifications  and  clarifications  were  not  available.  Such  adjustments  generally 
took  the  form  of  achieving  mathematical  balances  in  the  various  data  collected. 

Since  both  the  Governor's  Commission  and  the  Governor's  Comi''.ittee , as  well  as  the 
National  Probation  and  Parole  Association,  desired  and  promised  anonymity  of  individual 
probation  offices,  a six-fold  grouping  of  the  various  probation  offices  was  derived, 
based  on  estimates  of  the  1955  population  (obtained  from  the  Pennsylvania  Department  of 
Health)  of  their  respective  counties;  300,000  and  over;  200,000  and  over;  100,000  and 
over;  50,000  and  over;  25,000  and  over;  and  25,000  and  under.  It  was  felt  that  this 
grouping  wo\ild  provide  as  many  similar  probation  offices  with  common  problems  as  possible. 
The  groupings  can  be  criticized,  especially  for  including  Allegheny  and  Philadelphia 
in  the  first.  An  alternative  method  of  employing  metropolitan-urban-rural  groupings  was 
considered  but  proved  difficult  because  of  overlapping  areas  and  fixed  county  boundary 
lines.  In  general,  the  six-fold  grouping  employed  may  be  considered  as  a practical 
heuristic  device. 


C.  UNIVERSE 

Table  I on  the  next  page  presents  the  total  universe  of  known  probation  offices 
in  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania:  76  Probation  Offices  in  59  counties,  8 counties 
not  having  formal  probation  services,  probation  being  administered  informally  by 
their  respective  judges. 

60  Probation  Offices  returned  questionnaires,  a return  rate  of  78^.  16  did  not 
return  questionnaires,  the  largest  proportion  being  in  the  Over  100.000  group.  With 
the  exception  of  this  grouping,  high  returns  were  obtained.  Inspection  of  Appendix  A 
will  further  indicate  that  the  poorest  rate  of  returns  and  of  quality  existed  roughly 
in  the  Northeastern  section  of  the  State.  401  Individual  Officer  Questionnaires  were 
also  collected  from  the  60  reporting  counties. 

Table  I also  summ.arizes  briefly  the  quality  of  the  returns.  45  of  the  question- 
naires returned  were  usable  for  ■‘he  most  part,  with  or  without  adjustments.  15% 
returned  only  financial  and  personnel  data  or  fragmentary  data.  In  general,  in  the 
following  analyses,  where  a given  portion  of  the  questionnaire  was  usable,  it  was 
employed;  consequently,  the  extent  that  a given  county  is  represented  in  a given 
analyses  will  vary. 


D.  GENERAL  EVALUATION  OF  THE  QUESTIONNAIRES 

Only  8 probation  offices  or  13%  of  the  60  returning  the  questionnaires  completed 
them  correctly  without  further  adjustments.  This  fact  alone  gives  considerable  insight 
into  the  general  quality  of  the  data  represented  in  this  report. 

The  general  causes  of  the  poor  quality  of  the  data  may  be  divided  into  two:  (l) 
methodological  and  (2)  field  conditions. 

Among  methodological  causes  may  be  found  the  following: 
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SUMMARY  OF  SURVEY’S  UNIVERSE,  SHOWING  NUMBER  OF  KNOWN  PROBATION 
OFFICES  IN  PENNSYLVANIA,  NUMBER  OF  PROBATION  OF7ICES  RETUR:JING 
THE  SURVEY’S  STATISTICAL  QUESTIONNAIRE,  THE  QUALITY  OF  RETURNS, 
AND  PERCENTAGES  OF  RETURNS  OF  STATISTICAL  QUESTIONNAIRES,  BY 
COUNTY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


County  Population  Groupings 


Universe  SuTnmary  Total 

Number  of  Counties  67 

Over 

300^000 

6 

Over 

200.000 

10 

Over 

100.000 

12 

Over 

50.000 

U 

Over 

25.000 

U 

Under 

25.000 

11 

Total  Probation  Offices 

76 

16 

15 

14 

13 

10 

8 

Serves  All  Coiurts 

47 

0 

6 

10 

13 

10 

8 

Serves  Quarter -Sessions 
Only 

12 

8^ 

4 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Serves  Juvenile 
Court  Only 

12 

5 

4 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Serves  Domestic 
Relations  Only 

5 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No  Probation  Offices 

8 

0 

0 

0 

I 

4 

3 

Number  Probation 
Offices  Reporting 

60 

13 

14 

9 

10 

9 

5 

Number  Statistical 
Questionnaires  Usable, 
with  or  without 
adjustments 

45 

12 

8 

6 

7 

7 

5 

Number  Statistical 
Questionnaires  only 
partly  Usable 

15 

1 

6 

3 

3 

2 

0 

Number  Probation 
Offices  Not  Reporting 

16 

3 

1 

5 

3 

1 

3 

Percentage  of  Returns 

79^ 

81 

93 

64 

77 

90 

63 

Number  of  Individual  Officer 
Questionnaires  Returned  401 

290 

49 

26 

17 

u 

5 

SOURCE;  Appendix  A 

^ Includes  Male  and  Female  Probation  Divisions  of  Philadelphia  Quarter  Sessions 
Court  and  also  includes  Philadelphia  Municipal  Court,  which  serves  Adult 
Misdemeanants  and  Juveniles. 
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(a)  Lack  of  Instructions,  The  questionnaire  required  elementary  balances  of  add- 
ition-deductions or  additions  of  parts.  It  was  soon  obvious  that  a number  of  probation 
officers  replying  did  not  understand  this,  and  it  is  believed  that  a brief  instruction 
sheet  would  have  expedited  filling  the  questionnaire  (It  was  noted  that  letters  of 
clarifications  generally  served  this  purpose).  Such  an  instruction  sheet  could  have 
provided  also  some  elementary  definitions  of  what  was  desired, 

(b)  Domestic  Relations  Items.  There  were  no  items  provided  in  the  questionnaires 
for  activiti#=»R  of  domestic  relations  probation  offices  and  officers.  Domestic  relations 
activities  played  a larger  part  in  the  routine  activities  of  a probation  office  than 
expected  at  the  beginning  of  the  Survey.  The  questionnaire  broke  down  completely  for 
the  four  offices  devoted  exclusively  to  domestic  relations, 

(c)  Minor  Schedule 's  Deficiencies.  In  Juvenile  Court's  dispositions,  no  clear-cut 
item  was  provided  to  care  of  social  and  county  welfare  agencies;  also,  an  item  on 
placement  of  juvenile  probation  cases  failed  completely,  for  some  reason  or  the  other; 
hindsight  also  indicates  that  the  wordings  of  the  financial  and  personnel  items  could 
have  been  different, 

(d)  Conflicting  Instructions.  One  field  investigator  is  known  to  have  issued 
conflicting  instructions  on  his  visit  concerning  submissions  of  the  questionnaires. 

Among  field  causes  of  poor  quality  of  data  are: 

(a)  Lack  of  Fiindamental  Records.  Apparently  fundamental  records  were  not  just 
available.  Analyses  of  various  annual  reports,  which  represent  the  extent  of  record 
keeping  in  given  probation  office,  indicate  that  there  are  var3ring  emphases  on  given 
types  of  data.  Consistently  lacking  in  annual  reports  collected  were  two  aspects 
requested  in  the  questionnaire:  (a)  sex  breakdowns  and  (b)  movement  data,  i.e. , the 
additions  and  deductions  (and  their  types)  to  a given  sum  of  caseloads  at  the  beginning 
of  a report  period  which  will  balance  to  the  given  sim  of  caseloads  at  the  end  of  the 
report  period.  Also  proving  of  difficulty  was  the  fact  that  many  offices  did  not  clearly 
differentiate  between  cases  on  parole  and  on  probation,  whether  adult  or  juvenile. 

Separate  defective  delinquent  records  were  generally  not  kept, 

(b)  Lack  of  Standard  Terminology.  Hand  in  hand  with  the  lack  of  fundamental  records 
was  the  fact  that  conflicting  definitions  and  terminologies  of  aspects  of  records  existed 
in  the  sixty  reporting  offices.  This  was  particularly  true  for  movement  data,  e.g.,  as  to 
what  constitute  a deduction  from  probation  or  parole.  The  situation  was  not  helped  when 
the  problem  of  semantics  among  sixty  different  probation  offices  was  added  to  the  lack 

of  accompanying  instructions  to  the  questionnaire, 

(c)  Resistence.  At  least  one  geographical  group  of  probation  officers  is  known  to 
have  formed  an  organized  resistence  to  the  survey.  Although  data  was  collected  from 
some  in  this  group,  it  was  consistently  of  a poor  nature, 

(d)  Motivation,  Always  a factor  in  a questionnaire  survey,  it  was  apparent  in  many 
questionnaires  returned  (and  not  returned).  Many  reporting  offices  did  not  take  the  time 
to  fill  the  questionnaires  correctly,  even  with  what  records  maintained.  Unfortunately, 
about  the  only  method  available  to  promote  motivation,  using  advance  publicity  and  stimuli 
from  the  Pennsylvania  Probation,  Parole,  and  Corrections  Association,  was  not  employed  due 
to  the  short  time  available  to  the  surveyors  after  the  commission  of  the  survey  and  to  the 
initial  lack  of  enthusiasm  and  action  on  the  part  of  that  organization. 
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(e)  Timp  of  the  Survey.  Indirectly  causative  was  the  fact  that  some  ten  months  had 
expired  since  1955.  If*  adequate  annual  reports  were  maintained,  this  would  not  have  been 
much  of  a factor;  however,  it  was  soon  obvious  that  many  of  the  offices  had  to  search 
through  their  1955  records  to  complete  the  questionnaires.  In  any  future  study  of  this 
type,  it  would  be  wise  to  conduct  it  at  the  beginning  of  the  new  year,  when  data  for 
the  old  would  still  be  relatively  available  or  are  being  processed, 

E.  COST  OF  PROBATION  SERVICES  AND  CORRECTION  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 

The  questionnaire  requested  a breakdown  of  1955  expenditures  for  a probation  office 
as  follows:  salaries  and  wages,  maintenance  and  operations,  capital  outlay,  institutional 
support,  medical  services,  psychiatric/psychological  services,  and  other.  It  was  planned 
to  break  down  in  percentages  these  groups  by  population  groupings.  However,  two  factors 
prevented  this:  (a)  incomparabilities  of  returns  (some  offices  filled  out  these  items  as 
requested,  others  submitted  only  salaries  and  wages);  (b)  the  fact  that  22%  of  the  offices 
did  not  return  questionnaires. 

The  Bureau  of  Municipal  Affairs,  Department  of  Internal  Affairs,  in  collecting 
financial  data  of  various  types  from  the  counties,  recently  completed  a tabulation  of 
correctional  statistics.  Although  this  tabulation  contained  some  inconsistencies 
(especially  for  counties  vdth  separate  adult  and  juvenile  probation  offices),  it  did, 
in  connection  with  the  Survey's  questionnaires,  provide  a base  for  per  capita  cost  of 
probation  services,  if  restricted  to  only  salaries  and  wages  and  maintenance  and  operation 
expenditures  for  probation  services.  With  several  minor  expections,  this  tabulation 
furnished  by  the  Bureau  of  Municipal  Affairs  further  also  furnished  reliable  estimates 
of  correctional  institutional  care  costs. 

Table  II  on  the  next  page  will  furnish  such  per  capita  cost  figures.  Probation  per 
capita  costs  for  the  six  popiolation  groupings  were  calculated  for  counties  for  which 
probation  costs  were  available,  i.e.,  excluding  the  eight  counties  without  probation 
services  or  without  reports  of  probation  costs;  correctional  institutional  per  capitas 
were  calculated  for  sixty-six  counties  in  the  six  groupings,  Luzerne's  correctional 
institutional  costs  not  being  available  to  t he  Bureau  of  ^^unicipal  Affairs, 

A review  of  Table  II  reveals  that  per  capita  costs  of  probation  and  of  correfftianai 
institutional  care  decreases  as  county  population  decreases.  But  where  the  general  ratio 
of  cost  is  that  institutional  care  costs  times  as  much  as  probation,  it  costs  18-^ 
times  as  much  for  counties  with  population  under  25,000  and  with  the  lowest  cost  of 
probation.  In  general,  this  ratio  of  higher  institutional  costs  to  probation  costs  will 
increase  as  the  cost  of  probation  decreases  in  Table  II. 

Incorporating  data  from  Table  V,  Table  II  also  presents  a prorated  number  of  pro- 
bation officers  per  100,000  population  in  1955  (for  those  counties  reporting).  There  is 
a definite  U-curve  evidenced,  indicating  that  the  two  lower  population  groupings  are  at 
least  equal  to  the  Over  300.000  grouping  in  terns  of  probation  office  per  100,000. 

Whether  this  average  figure  of  3 .9  per  100,000  is  an  adequate  one  or  not  will  be  left  to 
the  standard  of  the  National  Probation  and  Parole  Association,  It  should  be  noted,  in 
passing,  the  rate  of  the  Pennsylvania  Board  of  Parole  is  0,7  /100,000,  as  determined  from 
Table  22  of  their  12th  Annual  Report. 
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TABLE  II 


COMPARISONS  OF  PROBATION  PER  CAPITA  COSTS,  CORRECTIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS  PER  CAPITA  COSTS  AND  PROBATION  OFFICERS 
PER  100,000  POPULATION  FOR  THE  YEAR  1955  BY  COUNTY 


County 

Population 

Groupings 

Probation 

Per 

Capita  Costs 

POPULATION  GROUPINGS 

Correctional 
Institutions 
Per  Capita  Costs 

Probation  Officer 
Per 

100.000  Populations 

STATE 

$0.34 

$1.55 

3.9 

Over  300,000 

0 0 54 

2.16 

5.5 

Over  200,000 

0.15 

1.05 

1.8 

Over  100,000 

0.14 

1.01 

2.1 

Over  50,000 

0.11 

1.03 

2.1 

Over  25,000 

0,15 

0.97 

4.7 

Under  25,000 

0.04 

0.74 

5.5 

EXPLANATIONS:  Probation  Per  Capita  were  calcxalated  for  counties  having  probation 
services  and  for  which  data  were  available  in  Sources  (2)  and  (3). 
Salaries  and  I«1aintenance  costs  only  were  employed  to  ensue 
comparability , 

Correctional  Institutions  Per  Capita  were  calculated  for  every 
county  but  Luzerne,  for  which  data  were  not  available  in  Source  (2). 

Probation  Officers  Per  100.000  Populations  were  calculated  for  every 
county  which  reported  in  the  Survey, 

SOURCES:  (l)  “1955  Population  Estimates,"  Division  of  Statistics  and  Records, 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary,  Department  of  Health,  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania. 

(2)  "Total  Expenditures  by  Counties  for  Corrections  in  1955,"  derived 
from  1955  County  Financial  Reports  by  William  A,  Weiler,  Research 
Assistant,  Bureau  of  Municipal  Affairs,  Department  of  Internal 
Affairs,  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania, 


(3)  Statistical  Questionnaire:  III,  IV,  and  V. 
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F.  PROBATION  PERSONNEL  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 
Reference;  Tables  III,  IV,  and  V 

The  first  three  tables  at  the  end  of  the  text  sumir.arize  reported  personnel  positions 
in  Pennsylvania's  Probation  Offices  in  two  manners:  (l)  by  individual  positions  and  (2) 
by  general  combination  of  positions.  The  latter  method  seems  more  valid  for  interpretation, 
due  to  the  inconsistencies  of  reporting  by  individual  positions  (especially  in  differen- 
tiating senior  probation  officers  from  junior  probation  officers  and  in  differentiating 
clerical  and  secretarial  positions). 

The  following  generalizations  ma^/  be  obtained  from  these  tables: 

1.  The  proportion  of  senior-junior  probation  officers  and  clerical  help  in  Table  III 
decreases  in  ratio  to  chief  probation  officers  as  the  population  of  the  county  decreases, 
i.e.,  smaller  probation  offices.  Division  heads  and  Unit  supervisors  are  practically 
non-existent  for  counties  of  under  300p000  populations. 

2.  3/4  of  probation  personnel  in  Pennsylvania  were  reported  in  counties  of  over 
300,000  and  almost  95^  of  probation  personnel  in  counties  over  100,000  in  Table  IV.  This 
is  again  especially  true  of  senior-junior  probation  officers  and  of  clerical  help. 

3.  While  an  expected  correlation  of  lower  average  salaries  for  smaller  counties 
was  found,  the  average  salaries  for  the  State  and  for  individual  positions  in  Table  V 
are  over-influenced  by  the  distribution  of  personnel  in  the  Over  300.000  grouping.  More 
meaningful  analyses  of  this  table  will  be  found  by  individual  comparisons  of  groupings 
but  not  in  the  general  total  averages.  It  should  be  noted  that  average  salaries  were 
calculated  from  reported  salaries,  which  were  omitted  in  some  questionnaires  that  did 
report  niimbers  of  personnel;  consequently,  there  is  not  an  exact  relationship  between 
Tables  III-IV  and  V. 


G.  ADULT  PROBATION  OFFICES  IN  PENIJSYLVANIA 
Reference:  Tables  VI,  VII,  VIII,  IX,  and  X 

a1.  Explanation  of  Presentation.  Adult  Probation  Offices  in  Pennsylvania  are  those 
handing  cases  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  or  Criminal  Courts  of 
Pennsylvania.  Essentially,  they  are  responsible  for  processing:  three  types  of  cases:  (a) 
probation  cases;  (b)  parole  of  prisoners  with  maximum  sentences  of  under  2 years,  generally 
from  county  prisons  or  jails;  and  (c)  domestic  relations  cases.  The  Pennsylvania  Board  of 
Parole,  under  existing  laws,  may  supervise  probation  cases  or  "county  prison"  parole  cases 
at  the  request  of  the  responsible  judge.  As  outlined  in  Appendix  A,  many  so-called  adult 
probation  offices  also  handle  juvenile  probation  and  parole  cases. 

These  five  tables  outline  reported  data  from  such  adTilt  probation  offices  for 
probation  and  parole  cases  only,  A report  from  the  Pennsylvania  Board  of  Parole  for  its 
special  probation  and  parole  cases  is  also  included.  Philadelphia's  Phinicipal  Court's 
supervision  of  Adult  Misdemeanants  have  been  included  here,  since  anonymity  would  have 
been  lost  otherwise and  supervision  problems  are  not  that  vastly  different. 

Of  the  five  tables,  VII,  summarizing  both  parole  and  probation  cases  and  VII,  summ- 
arizing both  pre-sentence  and  pre-parole,  investigations  are  generally  the  moet  reliable 
ones,  as  quite  a few  probation  offices  had  difficulty  in  separating  adult  parole  and 
probation  cases  (including  the  Pennsylvania  Board  of  Parole),  However,  reported  probation 
cases  and  reported  parole  cases  are  presented  in  IX  and  X, 
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2,  Probation  as  a Method  of  the  Cp-urt.  From  the  best  available  data,  probation  is 
employed  in  approximately  25%  of  convictions  in  Pennsylvania's  Criminal  Coiorts.  Table  VI 
outlines  dispositions  of  defendants  in  Pennsylvania  after  convictions;  obtained  from  the 
Department  of  Welfare,  it  presents  the  problem  of  an  ambiguous  "Other"  category. 

An  U-Curve,  which  will  recur  persistently  in  this  report,  also  exists  for  percentages 
of  probation  a method  of  disposition  between  the  six  population  groupings.  An  inverse 
U-Curve  exists  for  the  "Other"  category  of  disposition.  Of  interest  is  the  increase  in 
fine-costs  dispositions  with  the  decrease  of  the  county's  population. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  “Probation-Suspended  Sentence"  category  contains  two 
distinct  phenomena  per  se  and  that  also  the  instructions  for  the  source  document  of  Table 
VI  also  include  convictions  awaiting  appeals  in  this  category! 

3.  Adult  Probation  Offices ’ Caseloads.  Probation  supervision  consists  generally  of 
75%  of  formal  activities  in  Pennsylvania’s  adult  probation  offices,  reported  cases  in 
Table  VII'  being  concentrated  in  the  Oyer;  300.000  group.  A sharp  decrease  fpproportional 
parole  supervision  is  found  for  counties  under  50,000,  86%  of  adult  cases  were  male;  14% 
female.  A total  increase  of  reported  caseloads  in  1955  of  2.4%  was  found.  The  only  drop 
in  caseloads  occurred  in  counties  of  ov-sr  300,000  and  for  special  cases  assigned  to  the 
Pennsylvania  Board  of  Parole.  Relatively  substantial  increases  occurred  for  other  offices, 
especially  for  females  (whether  the  latter  increases  are  due  to  the  tallying  of  1955 
intakes  to  relatively  small  or  estimated  female  1-1~55  bases  or  not  may  be  a relative 
question) • 

4*  Investigations  in  Adult  Probation  Offices . A surprisingly  result  in  Table  VIII 
was  the  distribution  of  investigations  among  the  county  population  groupings:  41%  in 
the  Over  25.000  grouping.  With  the  exception  of  the  Over  300.000.  investigations  were 
largely  conducted  for  male  cases  - 90%,  72%  of  the  investigations  were  pre-sentence 
investigations;  however,  for  counties  of  over  50,000,  investigations  are  divided  fairly 
evenly  between  pre-sentence  and  pre-parole  but  are  predominantly  pre-sentence  for  counties 
under  25,000,  which  ties  in  with  the  relatively  lack  of  long-term  county  ]3risons  or  jail 
facilities  in  these  smaller  counties. 

5.  Adult  Probation.  A total  increase  of  2,2%  was  found  in  Table  IX,  with  relatively 
substantial  increases  occuring  throughout  except  for  the  special  probation  cases  assigned 
to  the  Board  of  Parole,  Probation  cases  were  concentrated  in  the  Over  300.000  category, 
but  56%  of  pre-sentence  investigations  occurred  in  the  Over  25.000  group.  Female  pre- 
sentence investigations  were  found  essentially  in  these  two  groups:  300,000  and  25,000, 

85%  of  the  reported  cases  were  male;  15%,  female.  Of  interest  is  that  the  proportion  of 
cases  assigned  to  the  Pennsylvania  Board  of  Parole  was  71%  in  the  Over  300.000  grouping, 
an  indication  that  the  smaller  counties  were  not  using  the  Parole  Board  to  the  extent 
anticipated.  Indeed,  only  two  counties  without  any  probation  services  at  all  out  of  the 
eight  such  counties  were  employing  the  Board  of  Parole, 

6,  Adult  Parole.  A total  increase  of  2.9%  occurred  in  reported  cases  on  parole  in 
Table  X to  the  various  probation  offices.  With  the  exception  of  the  Over  300.000.  these 
increases  were  unformily  substantial.  3/4  of  parole  cases  were  found  in  the  Over  300.000 
category.  Of  interest,  is  the  relatively  equal  percentages  of  pre-parole  investigations 
among  counties  of  over  50,000,  although  female  pre-parole  investigations  were  found 
generally  in  counties  of  over  200,000. 
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Table  X also  presents  ratios  of  reported  intakes  of  adult  parole  for  the  year  to 
reported  pre-parole  investigations.  An  1,0  ratio  would  indicate  an  investigation  for 
every  intake;  a 0,0  would  indicate  no  intake  or  investigations;  a 0,9  and  down  would 
indicate  a rate  of  rejections  of  parole  petitions  after  investigation.  The  general 
average  found  was  that  ten  cases  are  added  to  parole  in  Pennsylvania’s  adult  probation 
offices  for  every  pre-parole  investigation  conducted.  This  high  ratio  of  paroling 
without  investigation  is  especially  true  for  males,  reaching  a 21,9  index  in  the  Over 
300.000  category.  These  ratios  were  generally  lower  for  females.  The  Over  25.000  group, 
with  its  high  rate  of  pre-sentence  investigations  and  its  low  rate  of  pre-parole 
investigations,  also  had  a high  ratio  of  paroling  without  investigation. 

H.  JUVENILE  COURT  ACTIVITIES  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 
Reference:  XI,  XII,  XIII,  XIV,  XV,  XVI,  XVII 

1,  Explanation  of  Presentation.  Delinquency  and  Dependency-Neglect  Juveniles  were 
approached  by  reviewing  the  intakes  or  initial  complaints  of  such  cases  into  a Juvenile 
Court’s  Probation  Office,  by  the  number  of  investigations  conducted  for  Juvenile  Court 
by  a probation  office,  and  by  the  actual  dispositions  of  cases  by  Juvenile  Court.  While 
Delinquency  and  Dependency-Neglect  Cases  were  better  differentiated  than  Adult  Parole- 
Probation  cases,  this  problem  still  existed.  Thus  XI  (Intake)  and  XIV  (Dispositions) 
summarize  the  proportions  of  such  cases  in  the  various  probation  offices.  These  two 
items  in  the  questionnaire  proved  to  be  the  most  difficult  to  collect,  in  terms  of 
simple  additions  to  a total  and  in  terms  of  definitions.  In  general,  the  delinquency 
data  may  be  considered  to  be  more  reliable  than  the  dependency-neglect  data  collected 
in  the  questionnaires.  Two  factors  influencing  the  results  should  be  considered:  (a) 
some  covinties  have  no  formal  intake  system,  cases  being  sent  almost  automatically  to 
Juvenile  Co-m-t;  (b)  in  the  smaller  counties,  the  Bureau  of  Children's  Services  in  the 
Department  of  Welfare  plays  a significant  role  in  dependency-neglect  cases,  a role  not 
explored  in  this  report. 

Table  XVII  summarizes  the  various  investigations  conducted  by  probation  offices 
for  Juvenile  Court,  Unfortunately,  it  does  not  differentiate  between  the  various  types 
of  juvenile  caseloads  other  than  the  delinquency-dependency/neglect-adaption  categories. 
The  questionnaire  also  attempted  to  tally  the  extent  of  placement  of  juvenile  cases 
which  were  placed  on  probation;  however,  the  returns  to  this  item  were  so  fragmentary 
and  inconclusive,  it  was  not  included  in  this  report.  Apparently,  this  item  was 
consistently  interpretated  as  special  placements.  The  only  generalizations  possible, 
borne  out  somewhat  in  the  following  tables,  is  that  delinquency  cases  were  probated  to 
their  homes;  dependency-neglect  cases,  to  foster  homes. 

2,  Juvenile  Intakes . 81^  of  the  initial  intakes  in  Table  XI  into  probation  offices 
were  complaints  of  delinquency.  This  ratio  was  relatively  consistently  among  the  pop- 
ulation groupings,  increasingly  slightly  with  smaller  counties.  Persistent  were  the  77% 
proportions  for  male  cas6s  amdng  the  population  groupings. 

Generally,  slightly  over  half  of  delinquency  cases  in  Table  XII  were  sent  to  Juvenile 
Court  for  hearing,  A general  tendency  for  adjusted  complaints  to  decrease  with  the  decrea- 
sed size  of  the  county  may  be  discerned,  but,  almost  related,  a definite  tendency  for 
■unofficial  supervision  on  of  initial  complaints  to  increase  \Nflth  the  smaller  counties 
exists.  The  proportion  of  girls  «ent  to  Juvenile  Court  decreases  with  the  smaller  counties 
and  with  adjustments  or  unofficial  supervision  of  girls  increasing. 
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A slightly  siirprisingly  difference  between  dispositions  of  intial  complaints  of 
delinquency  and  dependency-neglect  in  Table  XIII  is  the  increasing  tendency  of  sending 
to  Juvenile  Court  dependency-neglect  cases  for  the  smaller  counties.  However,  the  large 
proportion  of  "Other"  dispositions  for  the  Over  300.000  may  be  traced  to  unknown  dispos- 
itions in  the  questionnaires,  and  this  tendency  just  noted  may  not  be  so  apparent.  It 
should  be  kept  in  mind  that  for  counties  of  under  100,000,  the  Bureau  of  Children's 
Services  plays  an  undeterminated  part,  not  clearly  indicated  in  XIII,  and  that  the 
initial  dependency-neglect  complaints  for  the  smaller  may  be  of  extreme  natures. 

3.  Juvenile  Cour^t  Dispositions . Distributions  of  cases  in  Table  XIV  is  similar  to 
that  of  Table  XI;  7^%  in  the  Over  300.000  Grouping,  77%  Males,  80^  delinquency  dispositions. 
This  similar  distribution  is  important,  in  terms  of  the  theoretical  relationships 
between  intakes  and  dispositions,  not  too  clearly  evidenced  in  the  individual  returns. 

It  further  Indicates  that  no  differentiating  factor  for  variables  tallied  exists  at  the 
intake  level. 

A consistent  level  of  50-55^  of  the  dispositions  of  delinquency  cases  in  XV  by 
Juvenile  Court  was  by  the  probation  method.  However,  several  tendencies  of  dispositions 
may  be  noticed;  (a)  a general  increase  in  dismissals  with  the  decrease  of  size  of 
counties;  (b)  a definite  decrease  in  probation  as  a disposition  for  girls  in  the  smaller 
county;  (c)  a larger  proportion  of  institutional  commitments  for  girls,  especially  to  a 
private  institution,  as  contrasted  to  boys;  (d)  the  higher  rate  of  commitments  to  state 
institutions  for  counties  of  Under  25.000. 

Dependency-Neglect  cases  in  XVI  differ  from  delinquency  cases  in  dispositions  by 
the  larger  use  of  foster  home  assignments;  32%.  Of  interest  was  that  the  percentage  of 
foster  homes  as  a disposition  tended  to  increase  vdth  the  decreased  size  of  the  county 
and  the  rate  of  commitment  to  private  institutions  increased  with  the  increased  sizes 
of  counties. 

Percentages  of  "Othtap"  dispositions  for  both  delinquency  and  dependency-neglect, 
aside  from  unknown  dispositions  and  motor  code  violations,  were  assignments  to  varied 
private,  semi-private,  and  public  agencies  of  cases, 

4«  Investigations  for  Juvenile  Court.  Investigations  of  delinquency  cases  in  Table 
XVII  play  a major  role  in  juvenile  probation  offices;  73%.  Delinquent  boys,  consisting 
of  73%  of  the  total  cases,  compose  80%  of  all  investigations  for  boys.  However,  the 
proportion  of  investigations  for  girls  drop  down  to  53%  for  delinquency,  dependency- 
neglect  investigations  consisting  40%  of  juvenile  girls  investigations. 

I.  JUVENILE  PROBATION  OFFICES  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 
Reference;  XVIII,  XIX,  XX,  XXI, 

1.  Explanation  of  Presentation.  Reports  for  juvenile  cases  supervised  by  probation 
offices  in  Pennsylvania  had  even  more  difficulties  in  separating  three  basic  types  of 
caseloads;  official  juvenile  probation,  unofficial  juvenile  probation,  and  juvenile 
parole  supervision  from  state,  state-aided,  and  county  juvenile  correctional  institutions. 

Consequently,  Table  XVIII  which  sumE.arizes  all  juveniles  reported  as  supervised  by 
probation  offices  in  Pennsylvania  is  probably  the  most  reliable  insight  into  Juvenile 
caseloads  in  Pennsylvania,  However,  Official  Juvenile  Probation  are  reported  in  Table  XIX j 
Unofficial  Juvenile  Probation,  Table  XX,  and  Juvenile  Parole,  XXI.  These  latter  three 
tables  decrease,  in  that  order,  in  reliability.  It  should  be  further  remembered  that  what 
is  termed  here  as  Juvenile  Probation  Offices,  as  outlined  in  Appendix  A,  also  supervise 
adult  probation-parole  cases. 
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2,  Juvenile  Probation  Offices ’ Caseloads.  75%  of  juveniles  supervised  with  Table 
XVIII  in  Pennsylvania  are  found  in  counties  of  over  300,000.  80%  of  the  cases  are  con- 
sistently boys.  However,  a quite  definite  trend  is  noted  in  Table  XVIII:  the  decrease  in 
proportions  of  cases  on  official  probation  vath  the  smaller  counties  and  the  increase  in 
unofficial  probation  with  the  smaller  counties.  A somewhat  similar  trend,  not  too  cont» 
elusive,  is  also  noticed  for  juvenile  parole  proportions.  Apparently,  the  Over  300.000 
does  not  have  the  facilities  for  unofficial  probation  or  are  bureaucraticized  to  the 
extent  that  unofficial  probation  is  rare.  A total  increase  of  8.5%  in  caseloads  occurred 
for  reported  supervision  cases j with  the  various  increases  of  counties  increasing  with 
smaller  sizes.  In  general,  they  are  relatively  substantial. 

3.  Official  Juvenile  Probation.  Official  Juvenile  Probation  is  essentially,  as  just 
outlined,  a metropolitan  phenomenon  ^ etneentrated  in  the  Over  300.000  group  in  Table  XDC. 

A 5.1%  increase  in  official  juvenit.e  pioOation  cases  occurred  in  1955  in  Pennsylvania. 

In  general,  each  of  the  county  grouping  expel ienced  a substantial  increase.  80%  of  official 
probation  cases  were  boys, 

4,  Unofficial  Probation  Cases , With  the  exception  of  Under  25.000.  percentages  of 
reported  unofficial  cases  are  scattered  pretty  evenly  among  the  population  groupings  in 
Table  XX,  82%  of  the  unofficial  cases  were  boys.  Rather  large  increases  in  cases  were 
reported  for  unofficial  probation  cases  with  the  sole  exception  of  the  Over  100.000  group: 
50,4%,  How  real  are  the  substantial  increases  in  XX  is  open  to  question;  they  may  be  due 
partly  to  the  relatively  smaller  sizes  of  unofficial  caseloads  and  to  tallying  all  such 
cases  but  adding  them  to  a relatively  small  or  estimated  beginning  base, 

5.  Juvenile  Parole  Cases,  89%  of  the  cases  in  Table  XXI  are  boys  on  parole  from  a 
juvenile  correctional  institution  and  being  supervised  by  a Pennsylvania's  probation 
offices.  While  46%  of  the  total  cases  and  50%  of  the  boys  were  supervised  in  the  Oyer 
300.000  grouping,  percentages  of  girls  were  scattered  sejmewhat,  found  especially  in 
the  Over  200.000  Grouping.  Good  increases  occurred  for  such  juvenile  parole  cases, 
except  for  the  Over  50.000  Grouping,  with  t he  total  increase  coining  to  23.6%. 

J.  DEFECTIVE  DELINQUENTS  SUPERVISION  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 

Defective  Delinquents,  who  are  committed  to  the  Pennsylvania  Institution  for 
Defective  Delinquents  at  Huntingdon,  Pennsylvania,  are  solely  the  responsibility  of 
the  committing  court,  who  generally  releases  such  cases  on  parole  to  the  court's  pro- 
bation department  after  an  extensive  institutional  program  and  favorable  institutional 
recommendations.  The  average  stay  at  Huntingdon  is  5 years,  and  the  institution  usually 
makes  every  effort  to  provide  for  its  inmates  a strong  parole  plan.  It  was  hoped  in  the 
survey  to  determine  the  extent  of  parole  supervision  of  defective  delinquents  in 
Pennsylvania . 

Unfortunately,  the  survey  failed  in  this  purpose.  Inspection  of  Table  XXII,  which 
outlines  available  data  for  defective  delinquents  paroles,  will  reveal  a total  of  cases 
reported  of  57,  It  is  known  that  151  cases  were  released  in  1955  from  Huntingdon  on 
parole.  Furthermore,  only  7 cases  were  reported  in  the  Oyer  300.000  group  — approx- 
imately 75%  of  the  cases  at  Huntingdon  are  from  Philadelphia  County, 

Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  Table  XXII  be  not  included  in  the  final  report 
of  the  survey.  Apparently,  the  various  probation  offices  are  not  keeping  separate 
records  of  such  cases. 
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K.  CASELOADS  SUMMARIES 

Table  XXIII  outlines  estimated  caseloads  per  probation  officers  in  Pennsylvania.  It 
should  be  emphasized  that  these  are  estimates,  as  many  probation  officers  handle  both 
adult  and  juvenile  cases;  what  was  attempted  was  to  separate  those  probation  officers  who 
were  handling  exclusively  adult  cases  or  juvenile  cases  and  adding  these  to  those  handling 
both  types  of  cases. 

To  the  extent  that  these  are  estimates,  Table  XXIII  indicates  that,  below  the  300,000 
population  mark,  caseloads  are  of  reasonable  proportions  per  probatien  officers.  However, 
hand  in  hand,  it  should  be  remembered  that  for  below  the  300,000  mark,  it  would  be  realistic 
to  add  the  two  columns  as  probation  officers  handle  both  types  of  cases.  In  passing, 
accordingly  to  Table  22  of  the  Pennsylvania  Board  of  Parole’s  Twelfth  Annual  Report, 
caseloads  per  State  parole  agents  were  70, 

In  summary,  the  total  figures  in  Table  XXIII  indicate  that  there  are  102  adult  cases 
per  probation  officers  and  ju/eaile  cases  per  probation  officer. 

L.  SUMRUIY  AfJD  REC0MI>^;NDATI0N 

This  report  has  presented  tabulations  of  data  collected  from  probation  offices  in 
Pennsylvania  as  part  of  a state-wide  survey.  Although  the  data  possess  varying  degrees 
of  unreliability,  several  useful  summarizing  statistics  have  been  presented. 

No  clear  insight  into  probation  offices  can  be  achieved  with  present  records  keeping 
in  the  far  majority  of  probation  offices  in  Pennsylvania.  Lack  of  facilities  and  personnel 
for  processing  the  data,  rigid  processings  of  relatively  unimportant  statistics  year  in  and 
year  out  for  out-modeled  annual  reports,  lack  of  time,  and  oftentimes,  lack  of  knowledge 
of  what  to  be  kept,  all  contribute  to  the  problems  of  collecting  probation  and  parole 
statistics  in  Pennsylvania, 

The  ideal  solution  to  the  problem  would  be  the  establishment  of  a earlier  recomm- 
endation of  the  Governor's  Commission  on  Penal  and  Correctional  Affairs  and  of  the  Office 
of  Administration;  a Bureau  of  Criminal  Research  and  Statistics,  placed  in  the  Department 
of  Justice  of  the  Commonwealth,  which  would  collect  ALL  relevant  data  appropriate  to  the 
total  picture  of  crime  and  correction  in  Pennsylvania.  By  employing  modern  IBM  and  collection 
techniques,  such  a Bureau  could  be  of  service  not  only  to  the  people  of  the  Commonwealth  in 
presenting  a total  picture  of  this  modern  social  phenomenon  of  crime  but  to  the  individual 
reporting  agencies  in  providing  rapid  and  complete  annual  reports. 

Another  part  solution  would  be  the  various  probation  offices  voluntarily  reviewing 
their  7'«xxjrting  and  records  systems,  reviewing  their  annual  reports,  and  joining  together 
in  a relevant  standard  but  flexible  foremat.  The  Pennsylvania  Probation,  Parole,  and 
Corrections  Association  could  provide  A nucleus  of  leadership  for  such  a project.  Encour- 
aging were  at  least  three  indications  that  probation  offices  were  adopting  the  foremat  of 
the  statistical  questionnaires  employed  in  this  study  for  their  reporting  needs. 

As  indicated  earlier  in  the  report.  Probation  and  Correction  cost  each  of  the  some 
11,000,000  taxpayers  in  the  Commonwealth  roiighly  $1,90  per  year.  Indications  are  that  this 
sum  is  gradually  but  steadily  increasing  from  year  to  year,  and  this  figure  does  not  in- 
clude loss  in  personal  property  and  intangible  damages  to  personal  lives  caused  by  the 
social  disease  of  crime  and  delinquency.  It  would  seem  a small  cost  to  establish  a criminal 
research  program  in  Pennsylvania,  if  such  a research  program  could  reduce  substantially 
the  cost  of  crime  and  increase  the  preventation  of  crime  by  application  of  knowledge. 
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PERCENTAGES  AND  TOTAL  NUMBER  REPORTED  OF  PERSONNEL 
TYPES  IN  PENNSYLVANIA  PROBATION  OKFICES  BY  COUNTY 
POPULATION  GROUPINGS  DURING  I955 

Coimtv  Population  Groupings 


Positions 

Total 

Total 

100% 

Over 

3OQ0OOO 

100% 

Over 

200.000 

100% 

Over 

100.000 

100% 

Over 

50.000 

100% 

Over 

25.000 

100% 

Under 

25.000 

100% 

Chief  Probation  Officers 

8 

3 

16 

20 

36 

38 

100 

Division  Heads 

2 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Unit  Supervisors 

5 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Senior  Probation  Officers 

3 

2 

8 

4 

0 

0 

0 

Probation  Officers 

39 

42 

24 

33 

24 

33 

0 

Bookkeepers 

2 

8 

6 

4 

0 

0 

Secretaries 

19 

18 

17 

24 

20 

25 

0 

Clerical 

21 

23 

25 

9 

16 

4 

0 

Other 

la/ 

1 

1 

4 

0 

0 

0 

COMBINED  GROUPINGS 

Total 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Chief  and  Supervisory 
Probation  Officers 

15 

13 

17 

20 

36 

38 

100 

Senior  and  Junior 
Probation  Officers 

42 

44 

32 

37 

24 

33 

0 

Clerical  and  Others 

43 

43 

51 

43 

40 

29 

0 

Total  Number  Reported 

700 

515 

85 

46 

25 

24 

5 

SOURCE:  Statistical  Questionnaire:  V. 

^ Detention  Home,  Special  Investigators,  etc 
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PERCENTAGES  REPORTED  BY  PERSONNEL  TYPES  IN  PENJ.'SYLVANIA 
PROBATION  OFFICES  FOR  COUNTY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 

DURING  1955 


Positions 

Total 

Over 

300.000 

Over 
200 „ 000 

Over 

100.000 

Over 

50.000 

Over 

25.000 

Under 

25.000 

Total 

100% 

74 

12 

7 

3 

3 

1 

Chief  Probation 
Officers 

100% 

22 

24 

15 

15 

15 

9 

Division  Heads 

100% 

94 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Units  Supervisors 

100% 

100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Senior  Probation 
Officers 

100% 

50 

39 

11 

0 

0 

0 

Probation  Officers 

100% 

81 

8 

6 

2 

3 

0 

Bookkeepers 

100% 

35 

41 

18 

6 

0 

0 

Secretaries 

100% 

73 

11 

8 

4 

4 

0 

Clerical 

100% 

80 

U 

3 

3 

• 

0 

Other 

100% 

40a/ 

20a/ 

40a/ 

0 

0 

0 

COMBINED  GROUPINGS 

Total 

100% 

74 

12 

7 

3 

3 

1 

Chief  and  Supervisory 
Probation  Officers  100% 

58 

U 

9 

9 

9 

4 

Senior  and  Junior 
Probation  Officers 

100% 

80 

10 

6 

2 

2 

0 

Clerical 

100% 

74 

14 

7 

3 

2 

0 

Note:  * Less  than  0,5% 

^ Detention  Home,  Special  Investigators,  etc. 
SOURCE:  Statistical  Questionnaire:  V. 
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REPORTED  AVERAGE  SALARIES  OF  PERSONNEL  TYPES  IN 
PENNSYLVANIA  PROBATION  OFFICES  BY  COUOTY  POPUL- 
ATION GROUPINGS  DURING  1955 


County  Pomlatl9|[)  Grouping^ 


Over 

Over 

Ov  er 

Over 

Over 

Under 

PpsitJ.ons 

Total 

300.000 

200.000 

100.000 

50.000 

25.000 

25.000 

Total 

$3,645 

$3,819 

$3,487 

$3,201 

$2,721 

$2,363 

$480 

Chief  Probation  Officer 

4,210 

6,558 

5,016 

4,445 

3,302 

2,791 

480 

Division  Heads 

5,793 

5,793 

— 

— 

— 

Unit  Supervisors 

4,312 

4,312 

— 

— 

— 

Senior  Probation  Officer 

• 4,300 

4,233 

4,716 

3,617 

Probation  Officers 

3,898 

3,981 

3,593 

3,174 

2,918 

2,672 

— 

Bookkeepers 

3,560 

4,028 

3,112 

2,452 

2,880 

— 

— 

Secretaries 

3,066 

3,379 

2,607 

2,207 

2,074 

1,593 

— 

Clerical 

3,047 

3,136 

2,704 

2,515 

2,312 

— 

— 

Other 

3,400^ 

o 

o 

Combined  Groupings 

$3,645 

$3,819 

$3,487 

$3,201 

$2,721  $2,363 

$480 

Chief  and  Supervisory 
Probation  Officers 

4,468 

5,097 

5,016 

4,455 

3,202 

2,791 

480 

Senior  and  Junior 
Probation  Officers 

3,931 

3,991 

4,001 

3,426 

2,918 

2,672 

— 

Clerical 

3,080 

3,280 

2,727 

2,335 

2,191 

1,593 

— 

^ Detention  Home,  Special  Investigators,  etc. 
SOURCE:  Statistical  Questionnaire:  V. 
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SUMMARY  OF  CRIMINAL  COURTS'  ACTIVITIES  IN  PENNSYLVANIA 
DURING  1955,  SHOWING  PERCENTAGES  BY  COUNTY  POPULATION 
GROUPINGS  AND  BY  METHODS  OF  DISPOSITIONS  OF  CONVICTED 
CASES  AND  NUMBER  OF  CONVICTIONS  REPORTED  BY  COUNTY 

POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


County  Pomilation  Groupings 


Method  of  Disposition 
TOTAL  CONVICTIONS 

msi 

100% 

Over 

300.000 

100$ 

Over 

200.000 

100$ 

Over 

100.000 

loai 

Over 

50.000 

100$ 

Over 

25.000 

100$ 

Under 

25.tPOQ 

100$ 

Sentenced  to  State  Prisons 
or  Reformatories  8 

9 

6 

7 

6 

4 

6 

Placed  on  Probation  or 
Suspended  Sentence 

26 

32 

20 

19 

15 

34 

26 

Sentenced  to  Local  Jail 
or  Workhouse 

29 

32 

24 

27 

30 

23 

26 

Fine  and  Cost  Only 

22 

18 

23 

30 

28 

27 

32 

Committed  to  a Juvenile 
Institution 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

Other  Sentences 

14 

8 

26 

16 

20 

11 

8 

TOTAL  OONVIOTIONS 

100$ 

51 

23 

10 

10 

5 

1 

Sentenced  to  State  Prisons 
or  Reformatories  100$ 

60 

19 

9 

8 

3 

1 

Placed  on  Probation  or 
Suspended  Sentence 

100$ 

62 

18 

7 

6 

6 

1 

Sentenced  to  Local  Jail 
or  Workhouse 

100$ 

57 

19 

9 

10 

4 

1 

Fine  and  Oost  Only 

100$ 

43 

24 

13 

12 

6 

2 

Committed  to  a Juvenile 
Institution 

100$ 

57 

U 

10 

12 

4 

3 

Other  Sentences 

100$ 

27 

43 

11 

U 

4 

1 

Number  of  Dispositions 

24056 

12319 

5634 

2294 

2411 

1138 

260 

SOURCE:  Summary  Table,  Judicial  Criminal  Statistics!  Dispositions  2I 
P?fen(^^nta  Xq  Criminal  Cases  in.  Courts  ^ County : 1955. 

Division  of  Research  and  Statistics.  Department  o£  Welfare. 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 
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SUMMARY  OF  FORMAL  ADULT  INVESTIGATIONS  DURING  1955  IN  PENN- 
SYLVANIA PROBATION  OFFICES,  SHOWING  PERCENTAGES  FOR  TYPES  OF 
INVESTIGATIONS  BY  SEX  AND  BY  COUNTY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS, 

AND  TOTAL  REPORTED  NUMBER  OF  INVESTIGATIONS 


ounty  Population  Grouping 


Type  of  Investigation 
TOTAL  INVESTIGATIONS 
Male 
Female 

Total 

100^ 

100^ 

100^ 

Over 

300.000 

21 

17 

54 

0\rer 

200.000 

15 

15 

5a 

Over 

100.000 

7 

7 

2 

Over 

50.000 

16 

18 

5 . . 

Over 

25,000 

a 

43 

Under 

25,000 

♦ 

♦ 

0 

TOTAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

±00^ 

'100^ 

100^ 

100^ 

100^ 

100^ 

100^ 

Male 

90 

74 

91 

97 

97 

94 

100 

Female 

10 

26 

9 

3 

3 

6 

0 

Pre-Sentence 

Investigations 

72 

51 

45 

52 

.65 

99 

0 

Male 

65 

' 35 

39 

52 

62 

94 

0 

Female 

7 

16 

6 

0 

3 

5 

0 

Pre-Parole 

Investigations 

28 

49 

55 

48 

35 

1 

100 

' Male 

25 

39 

52 

45 

35 

« 

100 

Female 

3 

10 

3 

3 

« 

1 

0 

Total  Investigations 


Reported 

930 

194 

139 

61 

153 

381 

2 

SOURCE:  Statistical  Questionnaire;  VI,  VII,  and  VIII 

* less  than  0.5^ 
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0/-r 

Over 

Over 
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SUMI'IARI  OF  INITIAL 
OFFICES  DURING  195" 
DSPSNDSNCY^NEGLSCT 


ODKPLAINTS  RECEI7ED  IN  JC/El'ILE  PROBATION 
SHOEING  PEnCENTAGFS  FOR  DELINQUENCY  AND 
CASES  BY  SEX  AND  BY  COUNTY  POPULATION 


'GROUPINGS^ 


AND  nEPCRTED  NUMBED 
COUNTY  PCPULA’^IGN 


OF  INITIAL 
GROUPINGS 


CCIIPLAINTS  BY 


' . ly  Population  Groupings 
0 ■■  e 6 ;■  e r O';  e r 0^'e  r 

Over 

Under 

Type  of  Complaint  s 

To-al 

^7' - \'0.  l 100  COO  ^ In 000 

25  000 

25-000 

TOTAL  COMPLAINTS 

x'TO^ 

■ i L, 

<c 

♦ 

Male 

.00^ 

_2  u 

2 

■9r 

Female 

.:X4 

‘ i ^ 3 j- 

C 

■* 

TOTAL  COMPLAINTS 

. . ’ . 'A  - ' oOO^ 

lOC^ 

Male 

sr'- 

rtr^ 

1 / 

61 

Female 

23 

39 

Delinquency  (^mjalairir  5 ~5 96' 82  92  6. 


Male 

6 ' i 

t 'S 

70 

69 

72 

40 

Female 

20 

13 

20 

23 

Dependency -Negiec" 


Complaints 

:--9 

;cl  .6 

10 

18 

8 

37 

Male 

10  ' 

■'  ■ 0 

4 

ry 

5 

21 

Female 

9 

L 

T * 

XJ. 

3 

16 

Total  Reported  Tomp;.ain'c e 28'- -iT.Odd 


8' 


567  62 


ban 


SOURCE?  Statistical  'Quest loruiair^?  IX 
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TABLE  XII 

PERCENTAGES  OF  DISPOSITIONS  OP  INTIAL  COMPLAINTS  OF  DELIN- 
QUENCY IN  JUVENILE  PROBATION  OFFICES  DURING  1955  BY  SEX  AND 
BY  COUNTY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


Ccur.lj  Popular  ion  Groupings 
0‘>er  0''->er  Over  Over  Over  Over 


Method  of  Dispositions 
TOTAL  DELINQUENCY 

Total 

loac 

1:29  J3C0 

'7- 

200  000 
”12 

lOOjl'OO 
8 ’ 

50-000 

4 

23 .000 

25.000 

♦ 

COMPLAINTS 
Complaints  adjusted 
without  further  action 

lOCi 

.'V/C 

C. 

2,1, 

39 

loof™" 

18 

'iO^ 

0 

Complaints  referred  to 
other  agencies 

X 

2 

0 

Complaints  supervised 
without  court  action 

1 

j 

23 

9 

23 

31 

Petitions  filed  for 
Juvenile  Court  hearing 

5u 

69 

48 

48 

54 

Other  Dispositions 

8 

2 

1 

0 

Pending  Complaints,; 

r 

1 

8 

15 

MALE  delinquency" 

100^ 

0 

i4 

2 

♦ 

COMPLAINTS 

xO'5% 

jM 

; >0^ 

lOC^ 

iOO^ 

100^ 

100^ 

Complaints  adjust ea 
without  further  action 

28 

30 

37 

17 

0 

Complaints  referred  to 
other  agencies 

2 

1 

3 

1 

2 

0 

Complaints  supervised 
without  Court  action 

6 

3 

1-4 

22 

10 

19 

16 

Petitions  filed  for 
Juvenile  Court  Hearing 

55 

- 1 

'16 

>■'  a 

49 

52 

72 

Other  Dispositidns 

6 

r-; 

3 

2 

1 

0 

Pending  Complaints,; 


(Continued  on  Next-  Page) 
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T.^BLE  XII  :rontd  - 

PERCENTAGES  OF  DISPOSITIONS  OF  INTIAL  COMPLAINTS  OF  DELIN- 
QUENCY IN  JUVENILE  PROBATION  OFFICES  DURING  ^955  BY  SEX  AND 
BY  COUNTY  POPLTLATION  GROUPINGS 

Ccur.t.Y  Po^^-laoio^n.  Groupings 


Method  of  Disposition 
FEMALE  DELINQUENCY 

Cf  •/  e r 

Total 

Over 

I'if!  nc),') 

O'ver 

1.00^000 

-0 

Over 

50  000 

"i 

Over 

25.000 

Under 

23_000 

COMPLAINTS 

j..  j'J^ 

2001 

100^ 

100^ 

100^ 

100^ 

Complaints  adjusted 
without  further  action 

2.^  1} 

28 

29 

52 

20 

0 

Complaints  referred  to 
other  agencies 

Ur  *- 

it. 

2 

0 

0 

Complaints  supervised 
without  court  action 

8 

25 

.y 

41 

58 

Petitions  filed  for 
Juvenile  Court  hearing 

52  ^9 

38 

3? 

41 

34 

21 

Other  Dispositions 

9 

't 

u 

0 

0 

0 

Pending  Complaints  , 
December  31.;  1215 

4 ^ 

7 

0 

5 

21 

Note;  ^ less  than 

0o5^ 

SOURCE;  Statistical  'Questionnaire;  IX 
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PERCENTAGES  OF  DISPOSITIONS  OF  INITLAL  COMPLAINTS  OF  DEPEND- 
ENCY=NSGLEGT  IN  JLR'ENILE  PROBATION  OFFICES  DURING  1955  BY  SEX 
AND  BY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


^Pl-rlaTTQ.P  Groupings 


Method  of  Disposition 

Tcual 

0--.er 

r>on 

'1- 

O'e-:" 

2v0.1-00 

O^cer 

.00X0- 

O^i'er 

) 50,000 

Over 
23  XOO 

Under 

25^000 

TOTAL  DEPENDENCY=NEGLECT 

10':^ 

81 

3 

U 

1 

♦ 

COMPLAINTS 
Complaints  adjusted 
without  furiner  action 

lOCv^ 

iO'it 

,.8 

''0 

100$ 

100$ 

0 

Complaints  i'’ef erred  to 
other  agencies 

U‘ 

28 

0 

0 

Complaint  s sup  ervls ed 
without  court  aetion 

- 

0 

18 

0 

97 

Petitions  filed  for 
Juvenile  Court  hearing 

< 

"•  i 

81 

21 

98 

3 

Other  Dispositions 

0 

0 

2 

0 

Pendi  ng  C cmpl  ai.  nt  s 
December  31 

0 

- 

0 

0 

0 

MALE  DEPENDENCY ■ NEGLECT 

8i 

4 . 

q 

X. 

* 

COMPLAINTS 

•iX'^ 

.,0u^ 

100$ 

100$ 

100$ 

Complai nt  s adjust  ed 
without  further  action 

2d 

16 

0 

0 

Complaints  leferred  to 
other  agencies 

s 

8 

0 

9 

0 

0 

Complaints  supervised 
without  court  action 

4- 

V 

A 

28 

0 

92 

Petitions  filed  for 
Juvenile  Court  Hearing 

L8 

76 

84 

28 

100 

8 

Other  Dispositions 

^ -«r 
j , 

21 

{*; 

0' 

0 

0 

0 

Pending  Complaints 
December  31 „ 1955 

■C" 

"n 

Ti 

0 

0 

0 

(Corit.inued  on  Next  Page  ? 
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TAEL£  XIJI 


(Coar  d ’ 


P3RC3NTAG23 

EKCI^NSGLECT 


OF  DISPOSITIONS  OF  IMITLAL  CCIIPUINTS 
■ TM  JUVSMILE  PROBATION  OFFICES  DURING 
AND  BY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


OF  DEPEND^ 
19^5  3Y  SEX 


Couai^  Groupings 


Method  of  Dl4^isit  lor;. 

Tot  -ai  3OO  : 1:0 

2:0  ,000 

..00.  coo 

"0.000 

25.000 

25  000 

FEMALE  DEPENDENCY  NEGLECT 

1 T.  j;«  8 1 

0 

/ 

L 

1 

COMPLAINTS 

- -^y 

:,cc^ 

xOO^ 

iOOl 

100^ 

Complaint. s adju  s " ed 
without  further  a.:--  ion 

<L 

20 

22 

0 

0 

C cmpl  ai  at  s r e f r 1 1:  d t 0 
other  agencies 

0 

4O 

A 

V 

0 

Complain  ts  supe-ra  ivei 
wit  hcut  c c u 1 a : <■  1 0 a 

- 

I ' 

■J 

0 

100 

Petitions  filea  f;t 
Juvenile  Court  nvar.-.r-g 

->*  'w‘  -r 

. ^ , 

•t 

30 

27 

94 

0 

Other  Dispcsitions 

- c 

C\ 

0 

6 

0 

Pending  Complaints 
December  ..  ASi- 1: 

^ r 

0 

0 

0 

N e ^ less  t n an  0 o I ;? 


SOURCE 


statis*;  icai  Quss 


10  an  lire?  ilC 
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lABIJi:  X.IV 


SmA^RY  OF  JUVENIIE  GOPRT  DISPOSITIONS  IN  PENNSYLVANIA  DUR* 

ING-  39,5-  SHOWING  PERCENTAGES  FOR  DELINQNSNCY  A^ND  DEPENDENCY- 
NEGLECT  CASES  BY  SEX  AND  BY  COUNTY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS  AND 
REPORTED  NUMBER  OF  DISPOSITIONS  BY  COUNTY  POx ULATICN  GROUPINGS 


Type  of  Diejsosat;  u..cn 

O’"  e f" 

Total  ,-OG  00 j 

O’er  O^cr 

a'lQ.liOO  .00,000 

Over 

50 ,000 

Over 

25  - 000 

Under 

25  00( 

TOTAL  DISRISITIONS 
Male 
Female 

,cCC5^.  : ^ 

10'^  ?3' 

>< 

2 

2 

2 

V- 

* 

# 

TOTAL  DISPOSITIONS 

.COY 

.00:1 

iOO^ 

100^ 

100^ 

Male 

3,'  31. 

82 

35 

81 

Female 

^ ” -il'  \j 

18 

15 

19 

Delinquency  Dispcoii ions 

1'  0 E 

8'7 

86 

66 

Male 

D'O  6., 

6-'  -0 

77 

77 

59 

Female 

C- 

-• 

10 

9 

7 

Dependency=Nagl  e i- 

Dis posit  ions 

< . < 

' C 

IL 

_ 34 

Male 

8 

22 

Female 

■ 

8 

6 

12 

Total  Repelled 
Disposixionc- 

,3:611  ,.oR0 

L69 

U2S 

32 

^ Siatigti^al  Quesi-aomaire o XI. 


SOUR.CE 


1 


* 


v!j 

r''" 


•*! 


■'4 

i 
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TAP'.E 

PERCMTAGSS  OF  .OISFOSOIIONO  05  DPI.INQUENCY  CASES  IN 
FEIWSTLYANIA  JO’TENIEE  CCUHIS  during  1955  BY  SEX  AND 
SY  GOONTI  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


Mettled  if  Di,3to3it„,iZi 

O’-eif' 

/3G^_-o0 

0‘ver 

■ddi.jOQ 

0 7er 
:-DO.^oQO 

Over 

5_Q-0QQ 

Over 
2.5 , 000 

Under 

25..  00^ 

TOTAL  DELINQUENCY 

i.^  3 

3 

2 

* 

DISPOSITIONS 

• .»■ 

10j% 

i O- j% 

100% 

-60% 

10-0% 

Diemi3sa_'S 

IJ 

-'i 

10 

23 

26 

10 

Tr'anaferreo  to  Criminal 
Co'^irt 

- 

_ 

2. 

0 

Committed  to 

* ^ i»p  ■ -V 

'yioA.  vu.  ^ .i. 

c. 

4 

C 

> 

23 

Gommitteo  to  Cc"X*tf 
Instititior  1' 

c 

3 

0 

0 

Comitted  to  State  Aided 
Ins  til  ltd  j 'is 

,U 

3 

5 

id 

10 

0 

Coarimltt.sd  Prioii'ie 

InstitatlotJ 

■d' 

2. 

X 

0 

Placed  on  Po'ocati.in 

' 

5:^ 

t<: 

50 

53 

52 

Plated  Lti  F-:.'3t.sr  Ernes 

- 

- 

r<B 

2 

10 

Otner  fiispositions 

•/ 

'^'6 

0 

*► 

0 

MALE  DELINQUENCY 

'7'A 

“i  -1 

3 

..  . J 

„ . J. 

« 

DISPOSITIONS 

jjji 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

DismissaJ  a 

J 

I'j 

25 

23 

■*1 

J.X 

TraneferTed  to 
Criminal  Coiort 

=, 

=L 

* 

0 

Committed  to  State 
Institutions 

C' 

7=^' 

5 

j:: 

*+ 

y' 

26 

Committed  '0  Co'^xazj 
Institutions 

!> 

1 

3 

-s»- 

2 

3 

0 

0 

Committed  to  State-Aided 
InstitutiorAS 
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Institution 3 
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PERCENTAGES  OF  DI JFjSII IONS  OF  DELINQUENT f OASES  IN 
FENNSILVANIA  .UJVENILS  COURTS  DURING  BY  SEX  AND 

BY  COUNTY  FOPir^iTiON  gro:jf:.ng3 


Method  jf  Oi 

MALE  DELiNQOK^GT ^ ' 

DISP0SIH0N3 


1'-', 

-i.  . *•  C4  A- 


J ; .rj  j 


T- "" LF  ov.piags 

• Ov7t 

>j,  J jj 


lO 

too 


Over 

io._ooo 


Over 

4j^_QOjQ 


Over 

^U22 


Pla:ei  ots  Prvba^i,;-. 


50 


53 


Placed  ui  Placer  H;.u5 


Other- 


FFHALE  DE0CNQ1JSNG5 

. ' - ; j|'_  . .. 

S „ 

1 

2 

DISPOSITIONS 

• < 

J 

...  J y% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

D'iS'Ci.i.'B' sa.  • -r 

^ J 

2 

52 

0 

Transfer r ed  to 

CriiQitial  Covf't 

- 

‘J 

0 

0 

Comantted  r.o 

* 

Instltt tltae 

*■. 

c 

2 

A 

50 

'ToirnsJ  tte.!  rc  v 

Instivitttta 

- 

0 

0 

0 

woi-naii-t-e-i  "V  Sta'Ae-Aj.iai 

Instituttjas 

— < 

21 

12 

0 

Comsaltt-ei  to  Friorate 

Instituti ?ns 

-•4 

‘"l  f' 

7w- 

ID 

0 

Plaoed  on  Fro ration 

50 

31 

i 

, ..'-V' 

H-  ' 

16 

0 

Placed  in  Foster-  Ho,nea 

- 

-■ 

3 

A 

50 

0 th®r  Dl sp  0 si  t i-oas 

21 

11'^ 

4* 

0 
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PERCENTAGES  OF  DISPOSITIONS  OF  DEFENDENCY=NEGLECT  CASES 
IN  PENNSYIVANTA  JUVENILE  COURTS  DURING  1955  BY  SEX  AND 
BY  COUNTY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


Method  of  Diipositioa 
TOTAL  DEPENDENCY ^NEGLECT 

To  tel 
Fl44%-— 

,iunty  Po^i 
Over 
100  jOO 
A. 

Lotion  Gr  O'jgings 
Over  Over 

200.000  .00,000 
L ^ ^ 

Over 
50.  000 

Over 

. 25. ,00c 

Over 

2^^QO 

4 

DISPOSITIONS 

_.l:-% 

Aji 

.00% 

1 

0 

0 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Dismissals 

3 

. > 

2o 

2 

42 

18 

Transferred  to  Crummal 

Court 

J 

J 

J 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Committea  to  State 

Institutions 

< 

i 

J- 

0 

0 

0 

CommittS'J  to  CDinty 

Institutiois 

.A 

12 

13 

0 

0 

Committed  to  Stat3=Aiisd 

Institutions 

J 

- 

10 

0 

0 

CoiDomitted  to  Private 

Institutions 

A 

3| 

8 

5 

0 

Placed  on  Prooatlon 

22 

A 

J 

0 

27 

0 

0 

Placed  in  Foster  Homes 

32 

23 

45 

«+u 

17 

53 

9 

Otner  Dispos^itions 

33 

13 

23 

0 

73 

MALE  DEPENDENCY=NEGLECT 
DISPOSITIONS 

Dismissals 


iuO% 


.00% 


100% 


Transferred  to  Criminal 
Com't 


0 


0 


Committed  to  State 
Institutions 

Committed  to  County 
Institutions 

Committed  to  Stats^Aided 
Institutions 

Committed  to  PriTate 
Institutions 


0 


21 


0 


4 


0 


0 
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PERCENTAGES  OF  DISPOSinONS  OF  DEFENDENCT=NFGLECT  CASES 
:N  PENNSnVANTA  rJVENILE  COURTS  DURING  1955  BY  SEX  AND 
BY  COUNTY  POP'JLATION  GROUPINGS 


P_:-;(;_alaii04  oroui 


Method  of  Dispositloii 

T‘  ui " 

X ^ u 

Over 

3j*J 

Over 
cJJ -_)G0, 

Over 

100^000 

Over 

5_Q,000 

Over 

25.000 

Over 

25.000 

TOTAL  DEPETJDENUY -NEGLECT 

DISPOSITIONS 

Plated  os.  ProDatlow 

J 

29 

0 

0 

Placed  in  Foster  Hoitee 

18 

^8 

50 

29 

42 

14 

Other  D: spositioos 

33 

13 

0 

71 

FmiE  DEPENDENG}!  NEGLECT 

1015^ 

8x 

-il- 

2 . . 

a 

» 

DISPOSITIONS 

„ )0% 

„00% 

j.0j% 

100^ 

100^ 

1005S 

100$ 

Dismissals 

3 

13 

25 

0 

17 

25 

Transferred  :o 
Criminal  Co'ir't 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Committed  to  State 
Institutions 

•-t- 

0 

•J 

0 

0 

Commltt&'i  -r.-j  C.'..„rt7 
Institutions 

'v 

3 

0 

0 

Committed  to  Stars  Aided 
Institutions 

t 

dL 

j 

3 

0 

i n 

0 

0 

Committed  to  Private 
Institutions 

'V 

19 

0 

11 

13 

0 

Placed  on  ProDation 

23 

G'" 

J 

J 

25 

0 

0 

Placed  in  Foster  Homes 

"i  ■*' 

::  j 

-c3 

4I 

39 

8 

'70 

0 

Other  Dispositions 

18 

lo 

33 

19 

31 

0 

"'5 

iGhan  Oo5% 
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SiJPMARf  OF  FORMAL  .07 
FE^mSYLVANI  A J 'PEI-'  ^ 
XKIN.'J  o 3H0W.LN..i- 
OEPERDilCi  ^E.:i.EL:  1 
Or-iEP  "N''ESr ; -Al  rci'Lj 
AI0  REPORTED  N'O'MbER 


YSir'.E  irOEST:  OAT  IONS  PERFCPMED  KR 
E CO.RIS  3'f  PENNSYLVANIA  PROBATION  OFFICES 
r-ERCENIA.TES  OF  DELINQUENCY''  INVESTIGATIONS^, 
NVESI' ..AU'DNS-  A.DOFIION  INVESTIGATIONS,  AND 
.-;U  SEX  AND  BY  COON'IY  POPbEJ^TICN  GRCITPINGS 

.f  iiru:-' ■;a:IcNS  ei  county  population 


-^I-OOF  .x,-rS 


.r  oY'iiu 

irpqpqnga 

J . 'd  ' 

J . 

— 

0 V e 1 

Over 

Over 

Under 

Ivpe  ji  Irive  'f . jl. 

T.'ta  _;UL.' ,'i  I 

• > 

Y-L  3. 

iO.OOO 

23-OCC 

25.000 

total  IN'IESriGAfloNS 

, -0  . ■ -_'/b 

jJ 

LOO^ 

100%^ 

D9.-ii.q_cr  ly 

•i; 

Cv- 

31 

53 

* % i 

xieoenii-niy  N~.?  . c . 

L ✓ 

12 

36 

Adopi 

-d  .X 

V 

11 

Oiher- 

xL- 

13 

0 

0 

Per  ler-Agc  i.  la. . 

''  :> 

9 

3 

2 

« 

MAiYTimoisTTOArrcNS 

j j 

.J  . /O 

10 

100% 

100% 

100% 

De.xinq-_i::,;y 

'<X  L 

■\= 

3^ 

:^4 

88 

53 

Deperd9'iiy=  Neg  - i . r 

6 

9 

35 

Adopiiir 

• fL 

1 

3 

3 

12 

0 iher- 

' 

- 

0 

0 

Pen  enrage  1 1 :a» 

3 

2 

« 

FEMALE  [N'^^ESTI-.AriONS 

... ^'fo 

.:o-% 

1- jj% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

De.^i:iq-..9n-y 

' : 

3:5 

56 

50 

Dapenden -7 -Ni g-e :• 

• i • 4^-^ 

*-*  D 

Co 

4^ 

23 

50 

A.lopii-r 

r 

0 

21 

0 

Orner 

• ^ 

cC 

0 

13 

0 

0 

Per-=nt.age  T-Mal.- 

30 

s 

3 

2 

# 

Total  Rep or Lai 

Inve3PlgaxiO:i3 
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.-.912 

fro 
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SUMMARY  OF  TOTAL  UU\^ILE  CASELOADS  SUPERVISED  IN 
PENNSYLVANIA  PROBATION  OFFICES  AS  OF  DECEMBER  21.  1955s 
SHOWINO  PERCENIAGES  FOR  TYPES  OF  CASELOADS  BY  SEX 
AND  Sf  OCUNrY  FOFULAriON  GROUPINGS,  PERCENTAGES  OF 
rOIAL  IKAPXY  NET  UhANGE  IN  CASELOADS.  BY  SEX  FOR  COUNTY 
POFULATION  GROOFINuS,  AND  TOTAL  NUMBER  OF  CASES  REPORTED 
BY  COUNTY  POPJIAIION  GROUPINGS 


Tyoa  Caseload 

Tot  a.-. 

ilLLLY  PoriL-ation 
Over  Over 

300  000  200  000 

Sxx'mMi 

Over 
100  000 

Over 

50.000 

Over 
25  000 

Under 
25  - TOO 

to'tal  caseloads 

Male 
Femal e 

..Jj% 

: 3 

“5  3 

'F 

3 

6 

6 

A> 

4 

5 

3^ 

* 

« 

TOTAL  CASELOADS 

.jji 

. D Z%  . O-Of 

rOOf 

idof 

loof 

looi 

Male 

3.  35 

73 

S3 

75 

83 

Female 

1C’ 

22 

17 

25 

17 

J'dvenuia  Ps^c-Uation  Cas^ss 

3" 

Ot  “0 

DJ 

67 

53 

38 

Male 

'v  02 

44 

55 

45 

36 

FemaC  e 

1'' 

>.-0  3 

16 

12 

8 

2 

Unoffiala^  Ji^renllLc 
ProDatioi*  Case^ 

cita  ii  -J 

:.3 

27 

34 

50 

Mala 

1 Ic 

23 

21 

38 

Feima^a 

K 

-4k. 

5 

4 

13 

12 

Juvsniie  Parols  Cases 

22 

6 

13 

12 

Male 

5 

-4 

21 

9 

10 

F 63ia,j(.  e 

1 

^ ‘i 

Jim, 

4 

2 

TOTAL  NET  YEARLY  CHANGE 

3 off 

bo  2$  llo'f 

6o9f 

14o6f 

33o^ 

50o0f 

Male 

9o- 

o o ^ .2  3 o Ai' 

3o3 

16  oO 

31o8 

53o9 

Female 

6ol 

5o4  -3.':' 

2o2 

8„4 

39c7 

33o3 

Total  Reported  Juvenile 


Supervised  Cases 

15910 

IISTO  1322  1095  896 

670 

48 

Note.  7Hf„U3 

denoted  decrease^  * Lesa  than  0o5f 

SOURCE^  StatiatisaL  XIII  XiV^  AND  XV. 


r 


•a'.’ 


.'ot;; 

<•* 


■# 


Page  38  of  46  Pages 


TABLE  XIX 

S'JMMARf  0?  OFFICIAL  TU^-ENILE  PROBATION  CASES  IN 

pe:jnsylvania  probation  offices  showing  percen- 
tages OF  yEARLX  net  CHANGES  IN  CASES  DURING  1955, 

AND  FEROENTAjKS  OF  CASES  AS  OF  DECEMBER  31  1955 

31  SEX  AND  FOR  GCUNTY  FOPITLATION  GROUPINGS 

? e.: , eri’oage  of  Percentage  of 


Net  It 
Daring; 

arl/  Cha 
- ^ 

Juveni 

Cases 

le  Probation 

Coiiiity  Pon'alation  Iro^pinss 

Fg^al± 

Male 

Female. 

Total 

J'avenile  Fratatior  la-^-s 

Oc5:^ 

1j0% 

100$ 

100$ 

Ovar 

300,  COO 

■-  *«. 

ic  a- 

^ 0 0 

81 

81 

84 

Over 

1 0 0 r 3i)  0 

-0,.. 

-CjcJ 

7 

4 

Over 

lOOo  300 

0 J 

1 ^ 

0 -.0 

IScO 

5 

4 

6 

Over 

SOoCOO 

80O 

0 V 

3o9 

4 

5 

4 

Over 

15  000 

y*,  ^ 

-«•  1 0 

3r  0 0 

0 :i 

3 

3 

2 

Under 

: jO  J 

V 1 

21 0 4 

.3  0 

* 

« 

« 

SEX  RAT 

10  5 

100^ 

80 

20 

NDte  'Hinas  aenouss  de-oreasei  * less  than  Oc5^ 


SOURCES  Statist! :al  Qae3tioiit.4i2>ai  XIII 


^ . 


A 


I 


->r* 


/V. 


Page  39  of  Lb  Pages 


TABLE  XX 

SuMJ>lARf  OF  UNOFFICIAL  JUVENILE  PROBATION  CASES  OR 
NOT -COURT  .^DJITOICAISD  JUVENILE  PROBATION  CASES„ 

SaO'NINC  PEP,OE^fTA.-ES  OF  YEARLY  NET  CHANGES  IN  CASES 
DURING  .1--.  AND  PERCENTAGES  OF  CASES  AS  OF  DEC- 
EMBER 3^  3Y  SSI  FOR  COUNTY  FCPOLATION  GROUPINGS 


FI:-;  .-r;.'. of  Percentage  of 

Ne':  Y ;;a.;  „7  Change  Unofficial  Juvenile 

Probation  Casea  12-31-55 


Co.aTity  Population  Groui-i  i..g3 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total  Unofficial  Ju?en.4la 
Probation  Cases 

Ilu-vV^  5bo32^ 

1.*.  o 

1006 

100$ 

100$ 

Over 

JOG,.  00 C 

* 2 ..  o': 

^w*0ol6 

16 

17 

12 

Over 

cCOoOlO 

' Q : .tl'CCXi,  O 

--\S  ir 

A.^O  ^ 

23 

24 

21 

Over 

Jr)  lOO 

o'V  Jo 6b 

5 o J 0 

18 

■=1 

J.  3 

18 

Over 

50 o 000 

H-'-'-uCO 

23olJ 

21 

23 

15 

Over- 

25  o 000 

-J  ^ O O ./ 

lI4o05 

20 

17 

32 

Under 

23.,)  000 

30o>0 

30„00 

2 

2 

2 

SEX  RAT 

108 

100^ 

82 

18 

No'fe^s  'Mime  denotes  decrease 


SOURCE^  Statistical  Ques-ti  ommiL:  XIV 
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34MMARI  Of  MALE  CKFECTIV'E  DELINQUENT  CASES  ON  PAROLE 
FB.0M  THE  PEVNoZLVANIA  INSTirJTION  FOR  DEFECTIVE  DEL,IN^ 

guENXS  Huntingdon  fennsilvania  in  pennsilvania  pro^ 


MTiON  off::, 

IN  OABELOADo 
DECS^PEH  L,,- 
OT  RSPORfED 


E3  5110 WING  rERCENTAOES  OF  NET  YEAPEY  CHANGE 
OCRING  :.555  AND  PERCENTAGE  OF  CASES  AS  OF 
FOR  PQF'OLATION  GROUPINGS  AND  NUMBER 
CASES  cl  COUNTY  POFULATICN  GROUPINGS 


: , - eci  ^ ag ™ vT 

Net  I ear  1 5"  Orange 

Per.5entage  of 
Defective  Delinquent 
Cases  . 12-31-55 

N 

Total  Dd.Tevti.ve 
Parole  CariiS 

'i 

y K 

100^ 

57 

Oyer  oOVojOI' 

‘•<‘J  0 G 

12 

7 

Over  40 Oo  '.'00 

Oo  J 

26 

15 

Over  -.X'. ■) 

0 J 

18 

10 

Over  5)rOOO 

rio- 

23 

13 

Over  25 0 000 

C JQ  0 

19 

11 

Under  2icOO0 
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TABLE  XXI 

SUMMARY  OF  JUVENILE  INSTITUTION  PAROLE  CASES  IN 
PSNJISYLVANIA  PROBATION  OFP'ICES,  SHOVING  PERCENTAGES 
OF  N'ET  lEARLY  CHANGE  IN  JUVENILE  INSTITUTIONAL  PAROLE 
CASES  AND  PERCENTAGES  OF  CASES  OF  DECEMBER  jl.,  195 5 p 
BY  SEX  FOR  COUNTY  POPULATION  GROUPINGS 


Fer  : eiitage  of 
Met  Yearly  Change 

Percentage  of 
Juvenile  Parole 
Cases  12=31-*55 

Pop'ilatL 

.03  Gr  ing  s 

lotai 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Male 

Female 

Total  JuverAiLe 

Par  cle 

C 0 

n u r, 

13  oP^ 

lO'O^ 

0 

01 

100$ 

Over  3OO0  jOO 

5000 

7 "7 

. 0 : 

46 

50 

13 

Over  lOOpJOO 

.3oS 

BoO 

45  0 2 

U 

10 

42 

Over  lOOosOO-C 

5uO 

^ 7y 

25 

27 

13 

Over  5 Jr,  000 

^•5  o 3 

■“il  ol 

5 

5 

8 

Over 

0 , ■ 

Pol 

31 06 

9 

7 

23 

Under  25\,  }00 

lOOo)  .. 

-50o3 

OoO 

1 

1 

1 

SEX  RATIO 

0 

100$ 

89 

11 

Notes?  d?iiDte3  decrease 
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ESTIMrSD  CASELOAD  INDICIES  IN  FENNSfLVANIA  OF 
ADULT  PROBATION -FAHOLE  CASES  PER  ADULT  PROBATION 
OFFICER  AND  JO}' WILE  S'JTEP.VISED  CASES  PER  JITW^ 
ILS  PROBATION  OFFICER  AS  OF  DEC-EMESR  31o  1955 
BY  CODlir?  POPI.XATION  GROUPINGS 


Rr.p'srted  Probation--  Reported  Javenile 

?aj ole  laoeo  per  E^’Lnated  Surer 7ised  Cases  per 


Ado.^i  Fs'-o cation  Offictj; 


ii'  ■'  7 

^ o . 


o 4 


O J 


Estimated  Juvenile  Pro- 
beXloi:p^0f fleer  ^ 12-31-55 
l3ol 

6O0I 

45  06 

74c7 
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9o6 

76c9 
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A^'ENDIX  A 

THE  SfJRA’EI  'S  UNrvSRSS  3HOOTG 

---  (P'oupcrgs  of  County  Probation  Offices 
by  Populations 

Specific  Returns  of  the  Statistical  Questionnaire 
Qua!; cries  of  Returns  of  Statistical  Questionnaire 
= =■-■  SsT  iraated  County  Populations 


Scerofic  Returns  of  the  Individual  Officer 
Quest lonnaires 
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Countv  Pcobata,on  Offices 
By  Cccnty  Population 
Groupings 

'sc~  7~r 

A . •-»  V O 

Populat ion 
:n  0001?  _ 

Re 

port  ed 

3t  at , 
luest , 
Usable 

St  at , 
^uest  „ 
P art ly 
Usable 

No 

St  at  , 
uuest  ? 

Number 
Indivi , 
Officer 
Quest , 

OVER  J 00  too 

t il?.*’ 

“j  i 

1 

3 

290 

Allegheny;  Quarter  Sessions 

V o 

X 

X 

21 

; Juvenile  Court 

a 

X 

; De  sert  ion/ Non 

Sinccrt 

X 

14 

0 L 0 J. ^ .L  c*  n 

X 

0 

D S -L  3.WBi,  T ^ ^ 1..  5,  r ^ o S “ li  :3  1 C - i r 

..  o 

X 

C 

y 

; Juvenile  Coutv 

X 

X 

10 

< D /'ine  St/  c R e 1 at  i c r.  s 

X 

X 

7 

Luserne;  Juar/sr  Sesiior.s 

_ 1 Cl  .. 

X a/ 

0 

; Juven’„c  Court 

X 

1 

Montgomery ’ Juar-er  Sess:,..  ::.i 

■?  “ o_. 

X. 

X 

10 

; Juvent.s  Ccu'”i 

X 

X 

4 

Philadelnhia;  Quar'rer  SieSi_ons 

4 ' /“»  !*. 

o .• 

1 / 

X b- 

31  b/ 
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X 
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Cambria 

Daupnin 

Erie 

Lackawanna 

Lancaster 

Lehigh 

'(Vashington;  Quarter'  Sessions 
;Ju’''enile 
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York;  4uarrer  Sessions 
; Juvenile  Court 
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County  Pro oat  ton  Offices 
By  Cour’-y  Popu„ation 

Crrouoings 

1955  Bsto 
Poo..j.a-^  ion 
in  CC-0  ■ s . 

riepcrt  ed 

St.  at  0 
-iuest , 
Usable 

St  at  o 

^9St  , 
Partly 
Usable 

No 

St  at  o 
iuest , 

Niunoer 
Indivio 
Officer 
^est , 

Om  ll'O.CHX) 

•- 

0 

P. 

3 

c 

> 

26 

Beaver 

' o 

X 

^ £' 

B„a.r 

’ ■"  A % 

— ^ -.fa 

-X 

X 

Butler 

■f 

Q 

> 

Chester"  :iuar-“e.r  Bes-gions 

-6-u  ' 

X 

X 

2 

? JuTentle  Ccur^ 

X. 

X 

2 

Cumb  er  1 a.td 

C 

Tip. 

X 
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P 
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' 

X 

a 

Lav"-en  s- 

o -• 

X 

0 

L/C  citing 

» o 

X 

0 
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^ . • 0 ^ 

X 

2 
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iC 

X 

2 
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X 
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1/ 
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County  Froba‘‘ior  Oifices 

1955  Es-'o 

S'c  at 

Stat , 
Quest  3 

No 

Number 

Indivio 

By  County  Pcpuiation 

Poptila':  ion 

Quest  0 

Partly 

Stat  0 

Officer 

U_s_able 

Usable 

Quest  3 

Quest__, 

07SR  000  :Con.ld[^ 


Huntir?.gdon 

X 

X 

Jeffers  cn 

w d 0 0 

Mj' 

Miff  li.n 

0 “ 

X. 

X 

• 

Metre a 

3;,0 

X. 

X 

2 

Perrj- 

0 

2/ 

2' 
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Q -.9 

_ d . 

J. 

y 
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' 0 * 

X 

X 

'barren 

. r 1. 

0 

X 

X g/ 

'^ayns 

itod 

X 

6 

UNDER  i^OOG 

-33  od 

5 0 3 
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U ' 
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X 

1 
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0 

X 

0 
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X 

0 
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2'' 

IJ 

Mont  t-ur 

/ ^ 
*•'  0 y 

X 

X 

1 

Pike 

u2 

-t  i 

M 

y 

Pott  er 

13  0 6 
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X 

1 

Snyder 

oV 

X 

X 

T_ 
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» ' 0 

Zj' 
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Union 

C' 

-4-  0 
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X 

T 

X 

Wyoming 

^,60  4 

X 

0 

SOURCES?  ^2.) 

IndiTi 

dual  Officer  Questionnaires 

and  S 

tatistical  Questionnaires 

\QJ 

Cc  c 

Estimated  Popular  ions » Division 

of  Statistics  and  Records^  Office 

of  the  Deputy  Secretary,  Department  of 

Healthy  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania 

a/  Exclus 

ively 

domestic  relations 

b/  Both  Male  and  F«male  Divisioitsi  counted 

as  two  probation  offices 0 

1/  Serves 

Adult 

Misdemeanants  and  all  Juveniles 

d/  No  Juvenile  data  submitted 
e-  Financial  data  furnished  only 
L'  Arrived  after  close  of  tabulations 
g,/  No  adult  data  submitted 

g No  fonaal  probation  services  maintained;  assigriments  made  by  judges  informally o 


